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INTRODUCTION 

Background  
 
Implementing change at the local level is critical to the achievement of positive child, youth and 
family outcomes, particularly in a state-supervised and county-administered state.  A well-
developed Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) process will be one vehicle to drive change 
forward in Pennsylvania.  Continuous quality improvement is not a time limited project or 
initiative.  Casey Family Programs and the National Resource Center for Organizational 
LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƴ 
ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜǎ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΦέ  ¢ƘŜ /vL ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ 
Pennsylvania will support staff in improving their practice which will ultimately lead to healthy 
children, youth and families.  The Quality Services Review (QSR) is one critical component of the 
CQI process that will be used to assess and monitor progress.1 
 
PennǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ QSR Protocol, developed in collaboration with Human Systems and Outcomes 
(HSO), uses an in-depth case review method and practice appraisal process to find out how 
children, youth and families are benefiting from services received. The QSR uses a combination 
of record reviews, interviews, observations, and deductions made from fact patterns gathered 
and interpreted by trained reviewers regarding children, youth and families receiving services.  
The QSR Protocol contains qualitative indicators that measure the current status of the focus 
child/youth2 ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ, that status reflecting the 
outcomes that have been achieved thus farΦ ¢ƘŜ v{w ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ 
Practice Model and associated standards which have been established to promote a culture of 
excellence in serving children, youth and families.  The Practice Model was developed through 
consensus among those working at all levels in the system regarding the actions necessary to 
promote sound outcomes. 
 
tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ QSR Protocol is also designed to capture information for the Program 
Improvement Plan (PIP) that resulted from the most recent Child and Family Services Review 
(CFSR).  The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) conducted the second round 
of CFSRs in Pennsylvania in 2008.  Items found not to be in substantial conformity had to be 
addressed in the statewide PIP, which was approved by the Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF). The QSRs are being utilized as one way to gauge progress in meeting the safety, 
permanency and well-being needs of children, youth and families.  During the first year 
following the approval of the PIP (July 1, 2010 ς June 29, 2011), Pennsylvania established a 
baseline for nine specific CFSR items needing improvement; during the second year, progress is 

                                                      
 
1CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ QSR Protocol. 
2For each of the in-home and out-of-home cases selected for review, one ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άŦƻŎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘέ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘƻƳ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
asked to rate the child-specific indicators.   
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being measured against the baseline on an item-by-item basis.  The phased in approach to this 
statewide CQI effort allows for ongoing evaluation and monitoring of child welfare practice in 
the Commonwealth.  This ongoing monitoring will continue to provide data that will allow the 
Pennsylvania Office of Children, Youth and Families to better monitor the quality of practice 
across the Commonwealth. 
 

Methodology  
 
For the purposes of selecting a sample for the QSR, each county has been assigned to one of 
eight strata based on the number of dependent (including dependent/delinquent) children it 
served during federal fiscal year 2008.  York County falls into stratum III, meaning that there 
were 15 cases selected for review -- six in-home cases and nine placement cases, one of which 
ǿŀǎ ŀ άǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎŀǎŜΦέ3   The in-home sample is family-based4 and was selected for York County 
from a list provided by the county of families with open in-home cases on January 18, 2012.  
The placement sample is child-based and was selected for York County from a list provided by 
the county of those children in out-of-home placement on the same date. 
 
The proportion of cases randomly selected, 40 percent in-home and 60 percent out-of-home, 
roughly reflects the proportions used by ACF during the 2008 onsite CFSR.  For each of the in-
home cases selected for review, one child was randomly ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άŦƻŎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘέ ŀōƻǳǘ 
whom reviewers were asked to rate the child-specific indicators.   
 
The QSR process combines the use of focus groups and key stakeholder interviews with the use 
of in-depth case reviews to create a multi-method qualitative inquiry process.   
Focus group and key stakeholder interviews provide information about local practices, 
resources, collaboration, coordination, and working conditions that helps to provide context for 
and explain the case-specific review findings which provide a set of micro-point, drill-down 
analyses that reveal how well children, youth and their caregivers are benefiting from practices 
and services they are receiving in local sites. The micro- and macro-views of practice are 
combined to develop a big-picture understanding of local review results and factors that have 
shaped current outcomes. The QSR process measures both: 
 

 the current status of the family including both the parents or caregivers and the 
selected focus child for in-home cases,  and 

 the quality of practice exhibited by the county. 
 

                                                      
 
3! άǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎŀǎŜέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǘƘ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛon of either County 
Child and Youth Agencies (CCYA) or Juvenile Probation Offices (JPO), or both concurrently, and to the families of the youth.  The youth include 
adjudicated delinquents in the CCYA administered Title IV-E Foster Care Maintenance Program. 
4! άŦŀƳƛƭȅ-bŀǎŜŘέ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǳƴƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀƴŘƻƳƭȅ ǎŀƳǇƭŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƛn 
ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ŀ άŎƘƛƭŘ-ōŀǎŜŘέ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŀōƭŜ ǳƴƛǘ όƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ Ŏould be 
represented in the sample by multiple children). 
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York County conducted its QSR over six days in April 2012.  Over the course of the review, 161 
interviews were conducted, an average of 10.7 interviews per case.   
 
The status indicators measure the extent to which certain desired conditions relevant to safety, 
permanence and well-being are present in the life of the child/youth and the parents/ 
caregivers.  Changes in status over time may be considered the near-term outcomes at a given 
point in the life of a case.  In measuring child/youth and family status, the QSR generally focuses 
on the most recent 30 day period, as of the review date. 
 
Practice indicators, on the other hand, measure the extent to which best practice guidelines are 
applied successfully by members of the team serving the family and child/youth.  Regardless of 
any change or lack of change in the status of the cases examined, these indicators generally 
identify the quality of the work being done within the 90 days leading up to the review. 
 
The QSR instrument uses a Likert scale of 1 to 6 for each indicator, with a score of 1 
rŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ άadverseέ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ с ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ άƻǇǘƛƳŀƭέ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ 
ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ άŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ άǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΣ 
ǿƛǘƘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ м ŀƴŘ о ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ scores between 4 and 
с ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ ǊŀƴƎŜΦ   
 
Feedback from the focus groups and key stakeholder interviews is used in conjunction with 
results of reviewed cases and incorporated into the Next Steps Meeting so that the county can 
utilize this information in the development of its county improvement plan.  Participants 
included York County Children, Youth and Families case workers, supervisors, and managers.  
Each group identified key strengths and challenges for York County and offered a number of 
recommendations to improve outcomes for children, youth and families.  Information gleaned 
from the focus groups and interviews is included within this report.  Themes which are not 
attributed to specific review indicators are outlined in the Organizational Considerations 
section. 
 

How the Report is Organized 
 
This report consists of five major sections, all of which explain the findings of the York County 
QSR.  The demographics section gives the descriptive characteristics of the children/youth and 
their families.  The tables in the demographics section are broken out by in-home, out-of-home 
and are compared, when possible, to the entire York County ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ! ŘŀǎƘ ά-ά 
is used in tables where no data are available or applicable. The next two sections summarize 
the ratings for each indicator in the Child/Youth & Family Domain and the Practice Performance 
Domain.  A pie chart is displayed for each sub-indicator providing the proportions of applicable 
cases rated acceptable and unacceptable.  Below the pie charts a table is provided that gives 
the frequency of ratings, one through six, for each indicator.  A summary of the indicator ratings 
is provided at the end of each section.  Here the identified strengths and areas needing 
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improvement from the QSR are explored.  The final section of this report lists key questions 
that county staff may ask themselves in regard to the findings of the QSR.  
 
More detailed information on the QSR methodology, including sampling, definitions of 
indicators and scoring, may be found in the Pennsylvania Quality Service Review Protocol 
Version 2.0.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
5 http://www.pacwcbt.pitt.edu/Resources/PA%20QSR%20Protocol%20Version%202%200.pdf 
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     CHILD/YOUTH DEMOGRAPHICS  

As noted earlier, of the 15 cases reviewed in York County six were in-home cases and nine were 
out-of-home cases, one of which was a shared case. Demographic breakdowns of the sampled 
cases and York /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ мΦ   
 

Sex 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 
Foster Care 
Population

6
  

# % # % # % % 

Male 2 33% 4 44% 6 40% 47% 

Female 4 67% 5 56% 9 60% 53% 

Total 6 100% 9 100% 15 100% 100% 

Age 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 
Foster Care 
Population  

# % # %
7
 # % % 

0 ς 6 1 17% 2 22% 3 20% 40% 

7 ς 14 5 83% 3 33% 8 53% 37% 

15 ς 18 0 0% 3 33% 3 20% 23% 

19 + 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 0% 

Total 6 100% 9 100% 15 100% 100% 

Figure 1: Sex and Age of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population 

The distribution by gender and age of the children/youth from the sampled out-of-home cases 
generally reflects the distribution of children/youth in the York County foster care population. 
One youth from an out-of-home case was reported to be 20 years old as of the first day of the 
review.  
 

Race/Ethnicity
8
 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 
Foster Care 
Population 

# % # % # % % 

White/Caucasian 6 100% 8 89% 14 93% 69% 

Black/African-American 0 0% 2 22% 2 13% 30% 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 

Asian 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% <1% 

Other 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 

Unknown 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% - 

Unable to Determine 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0% 

Hispanic 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 14% 

Total 6  9  15   

Figure 2: Race and Ethnicity of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population 

                                                      
 
6 Percentages were determined based on the total number of children in care on January 18, 2012 [n=276]. 
7 Percentages throughout the report may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
8 Reviewers were able to report more than one race for each focus child, in addition to recording whether the child is of Hispanic ethnicity. 
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The distribution of race, as seen in Figure 2, is relatively similar between the out-of-home cases 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  
 

Current Placement 

In-home Out of Home 
Foster Care 
Population

9
 

# % # % % 

Birth home (Biological Mother) 3 50% - - - 

Birth home (Biological Father) 2 33% - - - 

Birth home (Both Biological Parents) 1 17% - - - 

Pre-Adoptive Home - - - - 2% 

Post-Adoptive Home - - 0 0% - 

Traditional foster home - - 6 67% 
44% 

Therapeutic foster home - - 0 0% 

Formal kinship foster home - - 2 22% 

31% Informal kinship foster home - - 0 0% 

Subsidized/Permanent Legal Custodianship - - 0 0% 

Group/congregate home - - 1 11% 9% 

Residential treatment facility - - 0 0% 

4% 
Juvenile Correctional Facility - - 0 0% 

Medical/Psychiatric Hospital - - 0 0% 

Detention - - 0 0% 

Other - - 0 0% 10% 

Total 6 100% 9 100% 100% 

Figure 3: Current Placement Types of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population 

CƛƎǳǊŜ о ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴκȅƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǊƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
foster care population. Three in-home cases involved children/youth living at home with only 
their birth mothers.10 Two cases involved children/youth living at home with just their biological 
fathers and the last in-home case involved a child/youth residing with both biological parents.  
 
The proportion of sampled children/youth currently placed in traditional foster homes is 
greater (67%) than that of the foster care population placed in traditional/therapeutic foster 
homes (44%).  While only four percent of the total York County foster care population was 
reported as being placed in an institutional/facility setting, none of the out-of-home sample 
cases had children/youth living in these placement settings.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
9Placement settings reported in AFCARS include: pre-adoptive home, relative foster family home, non-relative foster family home, group home, 
institution, supervised independent living, runaway and trial home visit.   
10! ǿŜŜƪ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΣ ƻƴŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘ ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅΦ  {ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘ ƘŀŘ 
ƻƴƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ŀ ǿŜŜƪ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ CŀƳƛƭȅ IƻƳŜ ІмΦ  



Quality Service Review  Prepared by Hornby Zeller Associates, Inc. 
York County  Page 7 
August 2012   

Identified Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Mental Health Problems 5 83% 2 33% 7 58% 

Insufficient Income 3 50% 4 67% 7 58% 

Family Discord/Marital Problems 4 67% 3 50% 7 58% 

Lack of Parenting Skills 4 67% 3 50% 7 58% 

Difficulty Budgeting 3 50% 3 50% 6 50% 

Lack of Transportation 1 17% 5 83% 6 50% 

Drug Abuse/Addiction 1 17% 4 67% 5 42% 

Inadequate Housing 3 50% 2 33% 5 42% 

Unstable Living Conditions 2 33% 3 50% 5 42% 

Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibilities 2 33% 2 33% 4 33% 

Other Medical Condition 2 33% 1 17% 3 25% 

Emotional Abuse 1 17% 2 33% 3 25% 

Social Isolation 1 17% 2 33% 3 25% 

Legal Problems 1 17% 2 33% 3 25% 

Mental Retardation 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Chronic Illness 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Recent Relocation 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Learning Disability 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Sexual Abuse 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Physical Abuse 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Job Related Problems 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Incarceration 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Domestic Violence 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Other
11

  1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Applicable Cases 6  6  12  

Figure 4: Identified Stressors of Mothers  

hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ  άƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ,έ άƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ income,έ άŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŘƛǎŎƻǊŘκƳŀǊƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎέ 
ŀƴŘ άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ-identified stressors among the mothers of 
the applicable sampled cases, as seen in Figure 4. 
 

Identified Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Family Discord/Marital Problems 2 33% 3 50% 5 42% 

Insufficient Income 1 17% 3 50% 4 33% 

Difficulty Budgeting 2 33% 2 33% 4 33% 

Inadequate Housing 1 17% 3 50% 4 33% 

Recent Relocation 2 33% 2 33% 4 33% 

Drug Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 3 50% 3 25% 

Unstable Living Conditions 1 17% 2 33% 3 25% 

                                                      
 
11¢ƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Lƴ-ƘƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ ōŀǘǘƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘϥǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΦέ 
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Identified Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Legal Problems 1 17% 2 33% 3 25% 

Lack of Parenting Skills 0 0% 3 50% 3 25% 

Physical Disability 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Social Isolation 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Incarceration 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibilities 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Unknown 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Chronic Illness 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Other medical Condition 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Sexual Abuse 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Emotional Abuse 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Job Related Problems 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Lack of Transportation 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

None 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Other 
12

 1 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

Mental Health Problems 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 
Applicable Cases 6  6  12  

Figure 5: Identified Stressors of Fathers  

²ƘŜƴ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ άŦŀƳƛƭȅ 
ŘƛǎŎƻǊŘκƳŀǊƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŀƳŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ nearly three-fifths of the 
mothers of applicable cases.   
 

Identified Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

None 2 33% 3 50% 5 42% 

Job Related Problems 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibilities 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Other  1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Physical Disability 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Other medical Condition 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Insufficient Income 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Inadequate Housing 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Lack of Transportation 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

None 2 33% 3 50% 5 42% 

Job Related Problems 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

Overwhelming Child Care/Parenting Responsibilities 0 0% 2 33% 2 17% 

                                                      
 
12ThŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Lƴ-home case was reported as a άŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ ōŀǘǘƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻǘƘŜǊέ 
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Identified Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Other 1 17% 1 17% 2 17% 

Physical Disability 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Other medical Condition 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Pregnancy/New Child 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Insufficient Income 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Inadequate Housing 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 

Lack of Transportation 0 0% 1 17% 1 8% 
Applicable Cases

13
 6  6  12  

Figure 6: Identified Stressors of Caregivers  

Six of the nine applicable out-of-home cases reported stressors for an identified caregiver.  
²ƘŜƴ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ άƧƻō ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 
ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎέ ŀƴŘ άƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ.έ  ¢ƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
the In-home case was ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ ōŀǘǘƭŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
out-of-ƘƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ άŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎκŎƘƛƭŘϥǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊǎΦέ 
 

Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Mental Health 3 50% 4 44% 7 47% 

Emotional Disturbance 2 33% 2 22% 4 27% 

History of Physical Abuse/Inappropriate Discipline 0 0% 4 44% 4 27% 

History of Emotional Abuse 0 0% 4 44% 4 27% 

School Related Problems 1 17% 3 33% 4 27% 

Learning Disability 3 50% 1 11% 4 27% 

Substance Exposed 0 0% 3 33% 3 20% 

History of Sexual Abuse 1 17% 2 22% 3 20% 

Undiagnosed/Untreated Behavioral Problems 0 0% 2 22% 2 13% 

Mental Retardation 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 

None 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 

Other 
14

 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 

Chronic Illness 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Drug Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Alcohol Abuse/Addiction 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Premature Birth 1 17% 0 0% 1 7% 

Delinquent Behaviors 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Developmental Delay 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Visual/Hearing Impaired 1 17% 0 0% 1 7% 

Suicide Risk 1 17% 0 0% 1 7% 

                                                      
 
13Reviewers in three out-of-home cases selected "not applicable" for the caregiver stressors. 
14¢ƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Lƴ-home case was reported as άƳŀȅ ƴŜŜŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦέ ¢ƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ out-of-
home case was reported as άŎƘƛƭŘ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŘŀƴƎŜǊ because of parental drug related charges.έ 



Quality Service Review  Prepared by Hornby Zeller Associates, Inc. 
York County  Page 10 
August 2012   

Stressors 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Witnessed Domestic Violence 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 
Applicable Cases 6  9  15  

 Figure 7: Focus Child/Youth Stressors 

Figure 7 shows overall that άmental ƘŜŀƭǘƘέ was the most commonly identified stressor among 
children/youth.   Four of the 11 children/youth in the sample who were enrolled in school were 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊ ƻŦ άǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΦέ   
 

Allegations 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Child Protective Services (CPS)
15

 

Bruises 1 17% 0 0% 1 7% 

Sexual Assault 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Incest 1 17% 0 0% 1 7% 

Imminent Risk of Sexual Abuse/Exploitation 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

General Protection Services (GPS)
16

 

Environmental Neglect 2 33% 3 33% 5 33% 

Inappropriate Discipline 2 33% 3 33% 5 33% 

Substance Abuse: Parent 2 33% 2 22% 4 27% 

Lack of Food, Shelter or Clothing 1 17% 2 22% 3 20% 

Abandonment 0 0% 2 22% 2 13% 

Lack of Medical/Dental Care 1 17% 1 11% 2 13% 

Mental Health Concerns 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Illegal Manufacturing of Drugs/Exposure to Drugs 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Parent/Child/Youth Conflict 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Inappropriate Parenting 0 0% 1 11% 1 7% 

Figure 8: Allegations 

Allegations which led to a case opening were reported for both the in-home and out-of-home 
cases, as listed in Figure 8. GPS allegations were more frequently noted with άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜέ being the most common.   

                                                      
 
15Child Protective Services (CPS) - CPS cases are those with alleged harm, or with threat or risk of harm to the child.  These cases include 
allegations of physical abuse that result in severe pain or dysfunction, sexual abuse, medical neglect, or lack of supervision resulting in a specific 
physical condition or impairment, psychological abuse attested to by a physician, or repeated injuries with no explanation. 
16General Protective Services (GPS) - GPS cases include most instances of child neglect, including environmental conditions such as inadequate 
housing, inadequate clothing, and medical neglect not leading to a specific physical condition (e.g., failure to keep appointments or get 
prescriptions). 
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CHILD/YOUTH & FAMILY STATUS DOMAIN 

The Child/Youth and Family Status Domain section examines the safety, permanence and well-
ōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ όōƻǘƘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭ 
and substitute) to provide support to that child/youth.  Eleven indicators are utilized, with the 
indicators generally focusing on the 30 days immediately prior to the on-site review. 17 

 

SAFETY 
 
The following two indicators focus on the safety of the focus child/youth.   

 
Indicator 1a: Safety from Exposure to Threats of Harm  

 
Safety is the primary and essential factor that informs and guides all decisions made from 
intake through case closure.  The focus is on identifying safety threats, present and/or 
impending danger, protective capacities and interventions with caregivers to supplement 
protective capacities.  The first safety indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth is 
free of abuse, neglect, and exploitation by others in his/her place of residence, school, and 
other daiƭȅ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎΤ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ 
provide the attention, actions, and supports and possess the skills and knowledge necessary to 
protect the child/youth from known and potential threats of harm in the home, school, and 
other daily settings. 
 

     
Family Home #1 Family Home #2 Substitute Home School Other Settings 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
17For each indicator throughout the report, a pie chart is displayed for each sub-indicator providing the proportions of applicable cases rated 
acceptable and unacceptable. 

71% 

29% 

67% 

33% 
100% 100% 100% 
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Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Family home #1 7 0 0 2 29% 2 1 2 71% 

Family home #2 3 0 1 0 33% 1 0 1 67% 

Substitute Home 9 0 0 0 0% 0 1 8 100% 

School 13 0 0 0 0% 0 1 12 100% 

Other settings 7 0 0 0 0% 0 0 7 100% 

Total - 0 1 2 8% 3 3 30 92% 

Figure 9Υ άExposure to Harmέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

 
Figure 9 gives the frequency of ratings for the Exposure to Harm indicator.  The majority of 
ratings (92%) were acceptable for Exposure to Harm across the five applicable settings, 
meaning the threat of harm to the children/youth was limited.  Acceptable ratings were 
attributed to the parents and caregivers having the capacity to respond to any threats or 
concerns that arise.   
 
The only unacceptable ratings reported for Family Home #1 were related to two in-home cases. 
In one case, ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘ ƘŜǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎŜ 
the child/youth that has special mental health needs.  The second case involves a 12 year old 
who expressed a fear regarding the shootings that have occurred in his/her neighborhood.   
 
Reviewers expressed concern about a third in-home case in which the mother and grandmother 
were uncertain about the requirements of the safety plan or whether the plan was still in 
effect.  This case was rated within the acceptable range for Family Home #1 (where mother and 
grandmother reside) but not for Family Home #2, ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇŀǊŀƳƻǳǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜǎ (and 
the child frequently stays), as no safety assessment had been completed for this setting.   
 

Indicator 1b: Safety from Risk to Self/Others 
 
Throughout development, a child/youth learns to 
follow rules, values, norms, and laws established 
in the home, school, and community, while 
learning to avoid behaviors and actions that can 
put themselves or others at risk of harm.  The 
second safety indicator assesses the degree to 
which the child/youth avoids self-endangerment 
and if the child/youth refrains from using 
behaviors that may put others at risk of harm.  
This indicator applies only to children/youth ages three or older. 
 
 
 
                                   

  
Risk to Self Risk to Others 

86% 

14% 

86% 

14% 
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Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Risk to self 14 0 1 1 14% 2 3 7 86% 

Risk to others 14 0 1 1 14% 2 2 8 86% 

Total - 0 2 2 14% 4 5 15 86% 

Figure 10: "Behavioral Risk" QSR Results 

Figure 10 gives the frequency of ratings for the Behavioral Risk indicator. In both the "risk to 
self" and "risk to others" domains, ratings in 12 of the 14 applicable cases were found to be 
acceptable.  While some children/youth have exhibited behaviors that pose a risk to themselves 
or others, those behaviors and what is thought to trigger them are being addressed and 
monitored in the majority of cases.  Foster parents were highlighted as providing safe 
environments where the children/youth are given the guidance to stabilize their behaviors and 
have the opportunity to practice the skills they have acquired, such as conflict resolution. 
 
The four unacceptable ratings were reported in two separate in-home cases in which both risk 
to self and others were found to be unacceptable. Lƴ ƻƴŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ άǎŜȄǳŀƭ promiscuityέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
12 year old child/youth was cited as a risk to self and the physical altercations of the 
child/youth and his/her mother was cited as a risk to others.   

 
Additional Safety Data 
 
Timeliness of Investigations 
 
All six in-home cases reviewed had at least one CPS or GPS report received within the prior 12 
months, totaling nine accepted reports of abuse and neglect.  Each of the nine reports had the 
investigation initiated in accordance with state and/or county timeframes18 and within the 
requirements for a report of the assigned priority.  Face-to-face contact was made with the 
child/youth within the required timeframe for five reports.  Overall, four of the six in-home 
cases were rated as a άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭiness of the investigations. 
 
Five of the nine sampled out-of-home cases had at least one CPS or GPS report received within 
the prior 12 months, totaling seven accepted reports of abuse and neglect.  All seven reports 
had the investigation initiated in accordance with state and/or county timeframes and within 
the requirements for a report of the assigned priority.  Face-to-face contact was made with 
each of the children/youth within the required timeframe.  All five of the applicable out-of-
home cases were rated as a άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴs. 
 
 

                                                      
 
18 State timeframes - For CPS allegations the agency has 24 hours to respond to the report. GPS allegations are handled differently in each of 
tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ ст ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜs. 
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PERMANENCY 
 
 
When measuring permanency, the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) only examines the 
circumstances for the child/youth placed in out-of-home ŎŀǊŜΦ  tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ v{wΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
examines the permanency needs of all children and youth, those removed from their homes as 
well as those who continue to live with their parents/caretakers.  

 
Indicator 2: Stability  
 
Stability and continuity in a child/youth's living 
arrangement, school experience, and social 
support network is one factor that provides a 
foundation for normal development.  Continuity 
in caring relationships and consistency of settings 
and routines are essential for a child/youth's 
sense of identity, security, attachment, trust, 
social development and sense of well-being.  This 
indicator assesses the degree to which the 
ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎtable and free from risk of disruptions; 
their daily settings, routines, and relationships are consistent over recent times; and known 
risks are being managed to achieve stability and reduce the probability of future disruption.  
This indicator looks retrospectively over the past 12 months and prospectively over the next six 
ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
settings.  
 

Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Living arrangement 15 0 3 8 73% 1 0 3 27% 

School 13 0 2 3 38% 2 2 4 62% 

Total - 0 5 11 57% 3 2 7 43% 

Figure 11: "Stability" QSR Results 

Over half (57%) of the overall ratings for stability were rated as unacceptable. Ratings for the 
living arrangement (73%) were more likely to be rated within the unacceptable range than the 
school setting (38%). Four of the six in-home cases were rated unacceptable for the stability of 
the living arrangement based on ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ within the past year.  Though 
these families are facing future moves, only one child/youth is expected to experience a change 
in school.  
 
Cases are reviewed for the last 12 months of the case and what is anticipated for the upcoming 
six months for this indicator. The living arrangement was rated as marginal for one out-of-home 

  
Living Arrangement School 

27% 

73% 62% 

38% 
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case due to the placement being considered unstable for the first ten months under review; 
however, the foster parents are taking steps toward adopting the child/youth.  In a second case 
the family of a child/youth now in foster care experienced multiple moves prior to his/her 
removal; the current (and only known) placement has been stable. The concern that a 
placement may disrupt was cited as the rationale for unacceptable stability in a third out-of-
home case. 
 
Reviewers reported that a lack of stability has negatively affected the emotional well-being of 
some children/youth; this will be discussed later in the report. 

 
Indicator 3: Living Arrangement 
 
The child/youth's home is the one that the individual has lived in for an extended period of 
time.  For a child/youth that is not in out-of-home care, this home can be the home of his or her 
parents, informal kinship care, adoptive parents, or a guardian.  For a child/youth in out-of-
home care, the living arrangement can be a resource family setting or a congregate care 
setting.  The child/youth's home community is generally the area in which the child/youth has 
lived for a considerable amount of time and is usually the area in which the child/youth was 
living prior to removal.  This indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth, consistent 
with age and/or ability, is currently living in the most appropriate/least restrictive living 
arrangement, consistent with the need for family relationships, assistance with any special 
needs, social connections, education, and positive peer group affiliation.  If the child/youth is in 
out-of-home care, the living arrangement should meet the child/youth's basic needs as well as 
the inherent expectation to be connected to his/her language and culture, community, faith, 
extended family, tribe, social activities, and peer group.  This indicator evaluates the 
ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ   
 
 

   
Family Home #1 Family Home #2 Substitute Home 

 
 
 
 
 

83% 

17% 

67% 

33% 
100% 
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Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Family home #1
19

 6 0 0 1 17% 0 4 1 83% 

Family home #2 3 0 1 0 33% 0 2 0 67% 

Substitute home 9 0 0 0 0% 1 3 5 100% 

Total - 0 1 1 11% 1 9 6 89% 

Figure 12: "Living Arrangement" QSR Results 

As seen in Figure 12, the "Living Arrangement" indicator was found to be within the acceptable 
range for 89 percent of the ratings.  Reviewers recognized the efforts of substitute caregivers to 
provide safe and appropriate homes for children/youth where caregivers meet the specific 
needs of the children/youth.  Reviewers also recognized that while the current placements of 
the foster children/youth were not always stable and considered as permanency options, they 
were the most appropriate settings to meet the specific needs of the children/youth at that 
point in time.  Reviewers also recognized the willingness of the county to keep siblings together 
whenever possible and appropriate to do so.   
 
The two unacceptable ratings were reported in two separate in-home cases.  Family Home #1 
for one case is in jeopardy due to financial concerns and the threat of eviction.  The mother was 
reported as having no plan in place to address these concerns.  The child/youth moved into 
ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ όǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ CŀƳƛƭȅ IƻƳŜ Інύ ŀ ǿŜŜƪ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǿŀǎ 
rated appropriate and acceptable.  The second in-home case involves ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇŀǊŀƳƻǳǊΩǎ 
house (as Family Home #2); at the time of the review the safety in this home had not been 
assessed or monitored.   

 

Indicator 4: Permanency  
 
Every child/youth is entitled to a safe, secure, appropriate, and 
permanent home.  Permanency is achieved when the child/youth is 
living successfully in a family situation that the child/youth, parents, 
caregivers, and other team members believe will endure lifelong.  This 
indicator assesses the degree to which there is confidence by the 
child/youth, parents, caregivers or other team members that the 
child/youth is living with parents or other caregivers who will remain in 
this role until the child/youth reaches adulthood and will continue to 
provide enduring family connections and supports into adulthood.  

                                                      
 
19A week before the review the child/youth in one case ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅΦ  {ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘ ƘŀŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŀǘ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ŀ ǿŜŜƪ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ CŀƳƛƭȅ IƻƳŜ ІмΦ 

 
Permanency 

53% 47% 
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Where such support is not available, the review assesses the timeliness of the permanency 
efforts to ensure that the child/youth will be enveloped in enduring relationships that will 
provide a sense of family, stability, and belonging.  

 

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Permanency 15 0 5 2 47% 3 4 1 53% 

Total - 0 5 2 47% 3 4 1 53% 

Figure 13: "Permanency" QSR Results 

As seen in Figure 13, the ratings for the Permanency indicator were deemed acceptable in 53 
percent of the cases reviewed.  Of the eight cases reported as acceptable, half involved out-of-
home cases.  Of those, two are likely to result in adoption.  The foster family of a 20-year-old 
youth is considering adopting the youth and another child/youth is residing with a foster family 
who is willing to consider adoption.   
 
Unacceptable ratings from three of the five out-of-home cases were attributed to two issues: 
reunification no longer being an appropriate permanency goal and older youth being 
unprepared to leave care once they reach the age of maturity. Three of the four cases in which 
άǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƘƻƳŜέ was the primary permanency goal were rated as unacceptable for this indicator.  
Parents were given services to address their needs, particularly parenting skills, and to aid in 
the reunification with their children; but, the parents, specifically mothers, were either not 
attending or not attending services consistently ƛƴ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ άǊŜǘǳǊƴ ƘƻƳŜέ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ 
permanency goal.  Goal change options are being considered in these cases but the agency has 
discovered the current foster parents are not interested in adopting and no fit and willing 
relatives have been identified.  
 
Two out-of-home cases that were rated unacceptable involved youth 17 or older who have not 
decided whether they will remain in care past their 18th birthdays and who have no clear 
discharge plans or independent living skills.   
 
In-home cases rated within the unacceptable range for permanency, first involve child/youth 
ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ōŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ άbehavioral manifestations that resulted in being 
admitted to a [mental health] hospital with a recommendation of going to a therapeutic foster 
home.έ  In the second case, the permanency of a child/youth residing with his/her mother was 
rated unacceptable due to the child/youth moving ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ into ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ 
home.  The team agrees this move is in the best interest of the child/youth and there are no 
concerns regarding stability or permanency while the child/youth resides with the father. 
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Primary 
Permanency Goal 

Concurrent 
Permanency Goal 

Foster 
Care

20
 

Population 

# % # % % 

In-Home Cases 

Remain in Home 6 100% - -   

Adoption 0 0% 0 0% 
 Permanent Legal Custodian /Subsidized Legal Custodian 0 0% 0 0% 
 Placement with a Fit and Willing Relative 0 0% 1 17% 
 Other Planned Placement Intended to be Permanent/APPLA 0 0% 0 0% 
 No Goal Established 0 0% 5 83%   

Total 6 100% 6 100%   

Out-of-Home Cases 

Return Home 4 44% 0 0% 74% 

Adoption 2 22% 1 11% 8% 

Permanent Legal Custodian /Subsidized Legal Custodian 1 11% 3 33% <1% 

Placement with a Fit and Willing Relative 0 0% 2 22% 1% 

Other Planned Placement Intended to be Permanent/APPLA 2 22% 1 11% 14% 

Emancipation - - - - 2% 

No Goal Established 0 0% 2 22% 0% 

Total 9 100% 9 100% 100% 

Figure 14: Permanency Goals of Focus Children/Youth and Countywide Foster Care Population 

Figure 14 shows the permanency goals of the sampled children/youth and those of York 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴŎȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƛƴ-home cases 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ άǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴκȅƻǳǘƘ 
from the out-of-home sample is roughly similar to that of the York County foster care 
population, with the majority of cases having a goal of "return home." 
 
Seven of the nine out-of-home cases were reported to have a concurrent goal.  One in-home 
case was reported to have an establishŜŘ ŎƻƴŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴŎȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ άplacement with a fit 
and willing relative.έ 21 
 

Appropriateness of Permanency 
Goals 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Primary Goal Appropriate 6 100% 8 89% 14 93% 

Concurrent Goal Appropriate  1 17% 6 67% 7 47% 

Total Cases 6  9  15  

Figure 15: Appropriateness of Permanency Goals of Focus Children/Youth  

                                                      
 
20Placement settings reported in AFCARS includes: pre-adoptive home, relative foster home, non-relative foster home, group home, institution, 
supervised independent living, runaway and trial home visit.  
21

 It should be noted that practice in Pennsylvania does not require the establishment of concurrent goals for in-home cases, but 

tŜƴƴǎȅƭǾŀƴƛŀΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴ-home cases, in the event that the child/youth is unable to 
remain in the home. 
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As well as identifying the primary and concurrent permanency goals of the children/youth 
involved in the cases reviewed, the appropriateness of the goals was also assessed, as seen in 
Figure 15.  The primary permanency goal was considered appropriate for all children/youth 
with the exception of one child/youth in an out-of-home case. For this case, the parents and 16 
year old youth have mutually agreed they no longer desire to have contact with one another 
and reunification is no longer a goal either wish to work towards. Six of the seven out-of-home 
cases in which a concurrent goal was established were found to be appropriate. 
 
Additional Permanency Data 
 
Caseworker Turnover  
 
The average number of caseworkers assigned to the in-home cases under review was 3.0 
caseworkers, with no less than two workers assigned to each case over its history.  The number 
of caseworkers assigned to the out-of-home cases under review averaged 6.0 caseworkers, 
with a minimum number of two and a maximum number of 15 workers having been assigned.22   
 

WELL-BEING 
 
The following five indicators examine the well-being needs of the child/youth.   

 
Indicator 5: Physical Health   
 
A child/youth should achieve and maintain his/her best attainable 
health status, consistent with his/her general physical condition when 
taking medical diagnoses, prognoses, and history into account.  This 
indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth is achieving and 
maintaining his/her optimum health status. If the child/youth has a 
serious or chronic physical illness, the child/youth should be achieving 
his/her best attainable health status given the disease diagnosis and 
prognosis.  

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Physical Health 15 0 0 2 13% 2 2 9 87% 

Total - 0 0 2 13% 2 2 9 87% 

Figure 16Υ άPhysical Healthέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

Figure 16 gives the frequency of ratings for the Physical Health indicator. The physical health of 
the children/youth was rated within the acceptable range for 13 of the 15 cases reviewed.  The 

                                                      
 
22The case with 15 caseworkers reported has been opened for over 14 years and involves a youth 20 years old.  

 
Physical Health 

87% 

13% 
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review found that while some children/youth had chronic and/or serious medical conditions, 
the medical concerns were being appropriately addressed and closely monitored by the agency 
and caregivers.  
 
The out-of-home case in which an unacceptable rating was reported involved a child/youth 
who was diagnosed as morbidly obese and the reviewers found no indication this health issue is 
currently being addressed.  The in-home case involves a seven year old child who has never 
received dental care.  
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ group noted an obstacle to ensuring the physical health 
of children in agency care.   Health Care Providers prefer the use of their own releases and 
there have been challenges with accepting the ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎΦ   
 

Indicator 6: Emotional Well-being    
 
Emotional well-being is achieved when an individual's essential human 
needs are met in a consistent and timely manner.  These needs vary 
across life span, personal circumstances and unique individual 
characteristics.  When these needs are met, a child/youth is able to 
successfully attach to caregivers, establish positive interpersonal 
relationships, cope with difficulties, and adapt to change.  They develop 
a positive self-image and a sense of optimism.  Conversely, problem 
behaviors, difficulties in adjustment, emotional disturbance, and poor 
achievement are often the result of unmet needs.  This indicator 
assesses the degree to which the child/youth, consistent with age and/or ability, is displaying an 
adequate pattern of attachment and positive social relationships, coping and adapting skills, 
and appropriate self-management of emotions and behaviors.  

 

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Emotional Well-Being 15 0 0 4 27% 4 5 2 73% 

Total - 0 0 4 27% 4 5 2 73% 

Figure 17Υ άEmotional Well-beingέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

Figure 17 displays the frequency of ratings for the Emotional Well-being indicator.  In 73 
percent of the cases reviewed, the emotional well-being of the children/youth was rated within 
the acceptable range. While many children/youth were found to have behavioral and/or 
emotional problems, those issues were being addressed by appropriate service providers.  
There has been marked improvement in many cases.  
 
Reviewers noted a concern that service intervention had not been provided for some 
children/youth, specifically individual counseling.  In one case, a referral was made for 

 
Emotional Well-being 

73% 

27% 
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attachment therapy; the child/youth was sent to a trauma therapist instead as the appropriate 
service was not available.  The trauma therapist reported that the therapy provided did not 
ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ  In another case reviewers noted concern about the emotional 
ramifications of multiple placement moves experienced by a child/youth; despite the concern, 
the case was rated in the acceptable range for this indicator. 
 
Pennsylvania child custody law was amended to require the court to consider the commission 
of certain crimes before making a decision related to custody of a child.  When a party or 
member of their household has committed one of the enumerated crimes an evaluation is to 
be conducted to ensure no threats are posed to the child.  The requirement for these 
evaluations has been extended to dependency proceedings in York County and during the 
ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŦŀŎŜ ƛƴ 
having the evaluations completed in a timely manner and the cost of these evaluations. 

 
Indicator 7a: Early Learning & Development     
 
From birth, a child progresses through a series of stages of learning and 
development.  The growth during the first eight years is greater than at 
any subsequent developmental stage.  This offers a great potential for 
accomplishment, but it also creates vulnerabilities if the child's physical 
status, relationships, and environments do not support appropriate 
learning, development, and growth.  These developmental years 
provide the foundation for later abilities and accomplishments.  
Significant differences in children's abilities are also associated with 
social and economic circumstances that may affect learning and 
development.  This indicator assesses the degree to which the young 
ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǎǳǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ ƪŜȅ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ 
with age and/or ability-appropriate expectations.  This indicator applies only to children under 
the age of eight years and not attending school.  
 

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Early Learning & Development 4 0 0 0 0% 0 2 2 100% 

Total - 0 0 0 0% 0 2 2 100% 

Figure 18Υ ά9ŀǊƭȅ [ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ϧ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

All four cases for which this indicator is rated are rated within the acceptable range.  Three of 
the four cases are out-of-home cases.  All children were reported as developing appropriately 
and being on target with developmental milestones. Two children (one in-home and one out-
of-home) were enrolled in Head Start/Preschool.   

 

 
Early Learning & 

Development 

100% 
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Indicator 7b: Academic Status      
 
A child/youth is expected to be actively engaged in developmental, 
educational, and/or vocational processes that will enable him or her to 
build skills and functional capabilities at a rate and level consistent with 
his/her age and abilities.  This indicator assesses the degree to which 
the child/youth is regularly attending school; is placed in a grade level 
consistent with age or developmental level; is actively engaged in 
instructional activities; is reading at grade level or Individualized 
Education Plan (IEP) expectation level; and is meeting requirements for 
annual promotion and course completion leading to a high school 
diploma or equivalent.  This indicator applies to a child/youth eight years or older or attending 
school.  
 

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Academic Status 11 0 0 1 9% 1 5 4 91% 

Total - 0 0 1 9% 1 5 4 91% 

Figure 19Υ άAcademic Statusέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

The frequency of ratings for the Academic Status indicator is displayed in Figure 19. The 
academic status was considered acceptable in 91 percent of the applicable cases, including all 
nine out-of-home cases.  Acceptable ratings were attributed to placing the child/youth in the 
most appropriate school setting.  Even though the stability of the living arrangement was not 
always guaranteed for the children/youth, the school setting was secure therefore was a 
contributor to ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ acceptable academic status.   
 
The one unacceptable rating involves a child/youth who had recently moved into his/her 
ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ōŜŜƴ ŜƴǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ  wŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ŎƭŜŀǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀǎ 
ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƎǊŀŘŜ 
level promotion could be in jeopardy.  
 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ 
referral rate, the Truancy Unit has been completely reassigned and is currently not performing 
preventative work like they once did.   
 

Educational Situation 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Regular K-12 Education 3 60% 2 29% 5 42% 

Completed/Graduated 0 0% 1 14% 1 8% 

Alternative Education 0 0% 2 29% 2 17% 

Other 2 40% 0 0% 2 17% 

Part-Time Special Education 0 0% 2 29% 2 17% 

 
Academic Success 

91% 

9% 
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Educational Situation 

In-home Out-of-home Combined Total 

# % # % # % 

Total 5 100% 7 100% 12 100% 

Figure 20: Educational Situation of the Focus Child/Youth 

Figure 20 shows the frequency of children/youth attending different educational settings.  
Twelve of the sampled children/youth are enrolled in school; of those, four (33%) were 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ άǎŎƘƻƻƭ-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎέ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŜǎǎƻǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘǿƻ άƻǘƘŜǊέ 
educational settings for in-ƘƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ άǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ with 
ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ŀƴŘ άƭƛŦŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ.έ 
 
In three of the six in-home cases, an IEP was needed; the child/youth had a current IEP in two 
of the three cases.  Of the four out-of-home cases in which children/youth were found to need 
an IEP, three had a current IEP. 

 
Indicator 8: Pathway to Independence       
 
The goal of assisting youth is to build the capacities that will enable 
them to live safely and function successfully and independently, 
consistent with their ages and abilities, following the conclusion of 
youth services.  This indicator assesses the degree to which the youth is 
gaining the skills, education, work experience, connections, 
relationships, income, housing, and necessary capacities for living safely 
ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
is developing long-term connections and informal supports that will 
support him/her into adulthood.  This indicator applies to any youth 
who is age 16 or older and it looks at outcomes beyond formal 
independent living (IL) services.  

 

Indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Pathway to Independence 4 0 2 0 50% 2 0 0 50% 

Total - 0 2 0 50% 2 0 0 50% 

Figure 21Υ άPathways to Independenceέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

As seen in Figure 21, half of the four applicable out-of-home cases were rated as acceptable for 
the "Pathway to Independence" indicator.  Cases which were rated within the acceptable range 
involved youth already receiving independent living services.  Reviewers reported that life skills 
were being actively demonstrated by the youth obtaining and maintaining full-time 
employment, having obtained valid identification, having a history of successful budgeting 
including obtaining and paying for car insurance, and passing the driverΩs exam to become a 
licensed driver.   
 

 
Pathway to 
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50% 50% 
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Unacceptable ratings were attributed to two issues.  In one case, the youth had only just turned 
16 and no IL services had been completed at the time of the review. In the other case, IL 
services were deemed insufficient to meet the needs of the youth. One group 
home/congregate care provider stated that he/she was not comfortable with discharge 
preparedness of the 18 year old in the provider's care and recommended that the youth enroll 
in a daily life skills workshop.  
 

PARENT/CAREGIVER FUNCTIONING 
 
¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ŎŀǊegivers (both familial and 
substitute) to provide support to the child/youth. 

 
Indicator 9: Parent/Caregiver Functioning 
 
Parents/caregivers should have and use the necessary levels of knowledge, skills, and 
situational awareness to provide their child/youth with nurturance, guidance, age-appropriate 
discipline, and supervision necessary for protection, care, and normal development.  
Understanding the basic developmental stages that a child/youth experiences, relevant 
milestones, expectations, and appropriate methods for shaping behavior are key to parental 
ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ  This indicator assesses the 
degree to which the parent(s), other significant adult(s) and/or substitute caregiver(s), is/are 
willing and able to provide the child/youth with the assistance, protection, supervision, and 
support necessary for daily living.  If added supports are required in the home to meet the 
needs of the child/youth and assist the parent(s) or caregiver(s), those added supports should 
ŀƭǎƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 
 

    
Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other 

 
 

Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Mother 10 2 3 5 100% 0 0 0 0% 

Father 10 2 2 1 50% 4 1 0 50% 

Substitute Caregiver 8 0 0 0 0% 0 5 3 100% 

100% 50% 50% 100% 86% 

14% 
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Sub-indicator N Unacceptable Acceptable 

Other 7 0 0 1 14% 2 3 1 86% 

Total - 4 5 7 46% 6 9 4 54% 

Figure 22Υ άCaregiver Functioningέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

As seen in Figure 22, the caregiving functioning of the parents was found to be significantly 
lacking. Not one of the ten applicable cases was found to have acceptable caregiver functioning 
of the mother.  This is particularly disconcerting since four children/youth live in a home with 
their mother as a primary caregiver and three have a primary permanency goal intended for the 
children/youth to remain in their mothersΩ care.  Reviewers stated teams were having difficulty 
in planning for ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴκȅƻǳǘƘΩǎ case closures when the mothersΩ caregiving functioning was 
described as inconsistent, particularly in terms of discipline.  Inconsistency may be partly 
attributed to instances where services were provided to address the needs of the mothers and 
aid in achievement of permanency; but, those services were no longer being provided at the 
time of the review.   
 
Mothers were found to be relying heavily on other family members to offer the bulk of 
caregiving.  The maternal grandmother was asked by the mother to become the primary 
caregiver for one child/youth from an in-home case. Reviewers determined from interviews 
with team members that without the assistance of the step-father in a separate in-home case 
the child/youth would not have his/her ƴŜŜŘǎ ƳŜǘ ŀƴŘ άǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎŀŦŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜΦέ    
 
¢ƘŜ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊ ǿŀǎ considered acceptable in half of the applicable 
cases. These fathers were reported as having fair parenting capabilities and demonstrating a 
sincere interest in the well-being of their children/youth.  For example, in one out-of-home 
case, the father was incarcerated but was diligent in maintaining contact with the child/youth.  
This contact was cited as being a strength to the emotional well-being of the child/youth, who 
coincidently was not receiving any contact from his/her mother.  A father from an in-home case 
had his child/youth move into his home because the child/youth was at risk of being removed 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƘƻƳŜΦ  wŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘƘŜǊ 
is proving to be a capable caregiver.    
 
Services have not improved either of the parentsΩ capacities to provide long term care to the 
children/youth in the majority of applicable cases; service providers have struggled to assess 
definitively the underlying cause of parents' inabilities to meet the needs of their children.    
 
The substitute caregivers' functioning was always rated within the acceptable range.  Substitute 
caregivers were found to provide a safe environment, work cooperatively with parents and 
caseworkers, and always put the best interests of the children/youth first.
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      PRACTICE PERFORMANCE STATUS DOMAIN 

The Practice Performance Domain section examines the twelve indicators used to assess the 
status of core practice functions.  These indicators generally focus on the past 90 days from the 
date of the on-site review, unless otherwise indicated.   

 
Indicator 1a: Engagement Efforts  
 
For this indicator the central focus is on the diligence shown by the team in taking actions to 
find, engage, and build a rapport with the child/youth and families and overcoming barriers to 
families' participation.  This indicator assesses the degree to which those working with the 
child/youth and his/her family (parents and other caregivers) are:  
 

 Finding family members who can provide support and permanency for the child/youth;  

 Developing and maintaining a culturally competent, mutually beneficial trust-based 
working relationship with the child/youth and family;  

 Focusing on the child/youth and family's strengths and needs;  

 Being receptive, dynamic, and willing to make adjustments in scheduling and meeting 
locations to accommodate family participation in the service process, including case 
planning; and  

 Offering transportation and childcare supports, where necessary, to increase family 
participation in planning and support efforts.  
 

     
Child/ Youth Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other 

 

Sub-indicator N 

Unacceptable Acceptable 

1 2 3 % 4 5 6 % 

Child/Youth 13 1 0 1 15% 5 3 3 85% 

Mother 11 0 3 4 64% 3 1 0 36% 

Father 11 2 2 3 64% 2 1 1 36% 

Substitute Caregiver 8 0 1 1 25% 1 3 2 75% 

Other 7 2 0 2 57% 2 1 0 43% 

Total - 5 6 11 44% 13 9 6 56% 

Figure 23Υ ά9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 9ŦŦƻǊǘǎέ v{w wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

85% 

15% 

36% 64% 36% 64% 75% 

25% 

43% 57% 
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Figure 23 shows the ratings for the Engagement Efforts indicator. Overall, 56 percent of all 
ratings for this indicator were acceptable over the five sub-indicators. Engagement with 
mothers (64%) was just as likely to be rated outside the acceptable range as engagement with 
fathers (64%).   This lack of engagement was found to result in inconsistent participation in the 
case and services.  While many parents were appropriately engaged earlier in the case, the level 
of engagement dropped over time.  In one case, a father who was incarcerated received higher 
levels of engagement while in prison; once released (and even more available to be engaged), 
he was engaged to a much lesser extent. 
 
When mothers and fathers were engaged, engagement resulted in proper assessments, service 
referrals, and, in one in-home case, the identification of a new primary caregiver.   The child's 
father was identified, engaged and on his way to becoming the primary caregiver to the 
child/youth. 
 
{ǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ōǳǘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎΣ ǿƘƻ 
consisted of stepfathers, grandmothers, and paramours (all of whom have primary caregiving 
responsibilities over the focus children/youth), were rarely rated acceptably for engagement.  
Three of the four unacceptable ratings for substitute caregivers, i.e., family members, were 
reported among in-home cases.  

 
According to ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-making (FGDM) has improved 
and is being utilized as a tool for engagement in York County.   
 

Indicator 1b: Role & Voice        
 
The family change process belongs to the family.  The child/youth and family should have a 
sense of personal ownership in the plan and decision process.  Service arrangements should 
build on the strengths of the child/youth and family and they should reflect their strengths, 
views and preferences.  This indicator assesses the degree to which the child/youth, parents, 
family members, and caregivers are active, ongoing participants (e.g., having a significant role, 
voice, choice, and influence) in shaping decisions made about the child/youth and family 
strengths and needs, goals, supports, and services.  
 

     
Child/ Youth Mother Father Substitute Caregiver Other 

75% 

25% 30% 

70% 36% 64% 75% 

25% 

43% 57% 
















































